Introduction
Archaeologies, genealogies, power/knowledge, the self as the object and subject of knowledge, disciplinary power, technologies of the self, subjectification and objectification. All are concepts associated with the work of Foucault. 'Control' is not one of them.
1 So why the fascination with Foucault for those who are interested in control? And how do Foucauldian concepts inform an understanding of control and resistance? I raise these questions because of Roberts' comment that 'Foucault's account of disciplinary power has effected a sea change in the conceptualisation of control and resistance at work' (p. 619).
For Roberts, this sea change comes from Foucault's account of disciplinary power and his destabilization of the humanist subject. An essentialist view of human nature is seen as underpinning an 'A has power over B' concept of power that has informed the control/resistance dualism. Management controls labour. Subject, verb, object. Modern management methods introduce the individual into a 'field of visibility' through the exercise of power/knowledge regimes. These categorize, locate, differentiate, compare, cluster and isolate individuals, groups and populations. This is the function of the panopticon, the archetype of disciplinary power that creates power effects through knowledge regimes. Visibility functions to individualize, helps create the individual and, in so doing, creates a narcissistic preoccupation with how one is seen and judged. Disciplinary power is at its most efficacious when it breaks the dyad between seeing and being seen, when the subject adopts both roles.
Roberts poses the interesting question of why we should be vulnerable to such actions. Why is power/knowledge effective? He suggests that current explanations of the efficacy of power/knowledge regimesself-discipline, internalization, identification with norms, the need for closure, etc.-are somewhat tautological. Disciplinary power is the operation of visibility and judgement, which in turn creates concern with visibility and judgement-subjectivity becomes inextricably entwined with power/knowledge regimes. More especially, he sees explanations, inter alia-'penetration' to a core subjectivity; internalization; engagement with self-management; psychic accommodation; narcissistic pleasure; ways of minimizing psychic discomfort and anxiety-as relying on an interiority, the real, where cultural beliefs penetrate, are absorbed, or create psychic angst. Interiority offers both a new frontier of control, but also the possibility of a retreat from the seeing/been seen dyad.
Using Lacan, Roberts usefully problematizes control not only in terms of our vulnerability to it, but also with respect to our interest in the control of others. He places this in the desire for recognition that confirms our existence, and the misrecognition that results from a humanist understanding of ourselves as having a discrete, autonomous, independent entity, an interiorized self. Lacan focuses on the founding moment of subjectivity, the development of the sense of self as autonomous and coherent, the mirror stage. However, the mirror stage is based on ambivalence, offering an apparent coherence but only through ephemera. It sets up the image of autonomy whilst simultaneously denying this. Identification with a substantial representation of the self is a necessary part of hiding from oneself the recognition that the latter does not exist. It is this that fuels the interest in control of self. The recognition of the self as an object informs a desire for control over others. This is even more so if the gaze is the gaze of the other, thus introducing vulnerability to the recognition of the self by others, and with this, a distrust of others who might threaten this recognition. From the mirror stage comes the lifelong attempt to make the image of a substantive, permanent identity, a reality. In Foucault's terms, it presents the relationship that one has with oneself as a task; 'it is to take oneself as an object of a complex and difficult elaboration' (Foucault, 1986: 41) .
By basing an explanation of why disciplinary power constitutes subjectivity in the founding processes of future psychic engagements, Roberts sees Lacan as offering an alternative to explanations that emphasize an existential need for security or pre-given psychic structures, and supplementing those that assume identification and the need for belonging and security.
The King is Dead: Long Live the King
The benefit of Foucault's work is that we now understand that both management and worker subjectivities are the product of power/ knowledge regimes. Foucault illustrates the social processes of comparison, differentiation, hierarchization and homogenization, through which the continuous comparisons between 'I' and 'others' is created. Through this, the social becomes cast in terms of control in a congenitally failing project. But is it not true that the destabilization of our understanding of power requires more than a critique of a humanist concept of Organization 12(5) Discussion self? Foucault may have destabilized the humanist subject, but does this in itself allow for a better understanding of control? What, one asks, is congenitally failing? Might it not be an analysis that is framed in control and resistance terms, dialectic notwithstanding?
What is the purchase that an analysis in terms of control gives us? And what is the political project that comes from debate posed in such terms? Certainly the control/resistance dualism creates a totalitarian vision. Foucault apparently has identified a wider range of strategies of control, which allow for new managerial strategies to be identified as such. Strategies of commitment become re-written as sophisticated control strategies to secure co-operation through normative involvement and identification. If everything is control, the aim becomes the identification of its varieties, each slightly differentiated from, or more nuanced than, the other. But is the new designer employee all that far removed from Owen's reformation of the dark satanic mills? The efficacy of such strategies then requires explanation and an allowance for resistance. Lacan (or whomever) is brought into the explanatory breach to resolve these difficulties: power/knowledge regimes function through 'penetration', internalization, self-management, and narcissistic pleasure etc. An undue focus on control prompts a renewed focus on resistance, such that, with overt identification and dis-identification, not only is everything control, but also apparently everything is resistance. There is no outside! This is not to deny that Roberts' presentation of Lacan intriguingly and effectively rescues some of the 'control/resistance' debate as it is currently manifest. But the question arises, should debate be posed in such terms at all? Would not a sea change (if such a metaphor is now appropriate) sweep away statements of a control/resistance dualism? Or is Foucault merely an additive for a problematization or theorization that was running out of steam? Can one just appropriate concepts such as power/knowledge, the self as the object and subject of knowledge, disciplinary power, technologies of the self, subjectification, objectification, for use in a control/resistance framework? Or is something more required? Is it stretching the argument too far to suggest that our understandings of Foucault rely on the imaginary, imaginary images and identifications of it, in order to satisfy the 'lack' of a seemingly substantial image of control/resistance?
Control posits a particular type of political analysis: a focus on the who and the why. The former takes the sovereign subject as the focus. The latter assumes the 'real' and seeks explanation. Foucault warns that an understanding of power relations should abandon the metaphor of property, contract or conquest; the opposition between interested and disinterested; and the primacy of the subject (1980). 'Power-knowledge' relations are to be analyzed . . . not on the basis of the subject of knowledge who is or is not free in relation to the power system, but on the contrary, the subject who knows, the objects to be known and the Discussion of Roberts Barbara Townley modalities of knowledge' (Foucault, 1977/82: 27-8) . Political analysis, for Foucault, focuses on practices, the 'how'. It is apposite to remind ourselves that Discipline and Punish, perhaps the most frequently cited text in Foucauldian analyses of management, work and organization, begins with the analysis and contrast of the execution of Damien, the regicide, and an examination of the timetable (i.e. an initial starting point for all that follows is an examination of practices or technologies). Not with a sovereign subject. Not with interests. Analysis begins with the 'how' of power, not the 'who' or the 'why'. From this starting point, Foucault then elaborates the concept of disciplinary power in contrast to an understanding of sovereign power. Are not the concepts 'control and resistance' so heavily imbued in a framework of interests and sovereign agents, be this management, class or the organization/corporation, that they take the sovereign subject as the focus? Even as we have been offered power/knowledge analyses, an implicit 'control' perspective pervades. Foucault's (1980) conclusion on political theory that 'we need to cut off the king's head' is still relevant.
Equally, isn't 'control and resistance' premised on an A→B/B→A understanding of power? Note the quote from Poulantzas, 'if power is already there, if every power relation is immanent in itself, why should there ever be resistance? From where would resistance come, and how would it ever be possible?' Power is set in relation to its other, resistance, but it also the precursor of it. It is primary; it brings about or 'causes' resistance. It is such an analysis that prompts Foucault apologists to seize on the phrase, 'resistance is integral to power'. But this is a sovereign concept of power. It is not power/knowledge or regimes of truth. It is this depiction or characterization of power that misrepresents a Foucauldian understanding of resistance, better understood as being nondeterministic. An analogy with Chomsky's structuralism is illustrative. Take the sentence: 'colourless green ideas sleep furiously'. It is intelligible, or least recognizable, because generative structures 'determine' the ordering: nominal phrase [adjective, adjective, noun], verb, adverb. Agency provides two adjectives defined in terms of colour, allied to a noun, to which colour does not usually apply; and a verb associated with inactivity, qualified by an active adverb. There is no power/resistance here. There is power/knowledge (i.e. a structure that 'determines' or conditions the way that communication may be engaged). It structures the sayable. It does not structure or determine what is said, the emergent. In this sense there is a very strong role for agency. (It should also be noted that, although eschewing labels, Foucault was more persuaded of being a post-structuralist, than a post-modernist.)
Subject/Object Relations
There are many similarities between Lacan and Foucault's work. Lacan's mirror image simultaneously offering the self as a self and as an object plays upon the ambiguity and simultaneity of subject/object relationship.
Foucault's work also rejects the antinomy of the transcendental subject and the determined object, although in different language. His first major work, The Order of Things, gives a description of the transition in episteme from medieval resemblance to that of representation and systems of the Classical and modern episteme. As Foucault claims of the modern episteme, it is characterized by this simultaneous recognition of 'man' who holds a special place as both the subject and object of knowledge. He is both the 'subject of' and 'subject to'-subject to questions of truth or falsehood and the object of thought. This interplay of subject/object relations informs all his work.
2 From Lacan, we can recognize how a refusal of recognition robs someone of a sense of existence and capability, and constitutes them as an 'object of use'. As Roberts remarks, the project of identity has been taken for granted, but to what extent do we need an analysis in terms of recognition, misrecognition and a sense of being robbed of one's own existence and capability to understand a process of objectification? At a very basic level, engagement with the other, through whatever means, is constitutive of them as a subject or object. As MacIntyre (1981: 46) states: 'to treat someone as an end [subject] is to . . . treat him as . . . worthy of the same respect as is due myself.' Aren't analyses of control and resistance, designed to account for inadvertent collusion in exploitation, accounts of the failure to recognize 'real interests', to which the observing subject remains immune? They objectify the other.
For Foucault, the psychoanalytic is a counter-science. As style of analysis, it is useful because, as with deconstruction, it identifies the abjection that is the necessary part of identity. For example, the manager's denial of dependence, need for the other, and incompleteness. But Foucault's support for the 'counter-sciences' was that they 'finish off the modern episteme's central concept of man and clear new space for constructive thought' (Gutting, 1990: 267) . The counter-sciences offer a non-subject-centred counter to history and eliminate the role of a central controlling subject. Decentring the subject allows for a political analysis of the how. Its political project is critique: destabilizing the taken for granted, and analyzing and reflecting on 'arbitrary constraints'. It is to engage with the subject as a subject.
The difficulties with the control/resistance dualism lie in its formulation, not the failure of a Foucauldian framework to fit in a predetermined problematic. But it also appears that we have always been modern. We have never been Foucauldian.
Notes
Online readers: this is a discussion of Roberts (2005) in this issue.
1 It might be argued that what is missing from the list is the panopticon, with which there has been a certain fascination. But the panopticon is a metaphor. It is a real object that structured the design of prisons, and has since been used
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as a metaphor for managerial and organizational control. Roberts sees the panopticon as the archetype for disciplinary power. 2 Foucault (2002: 311) writes that 'what I have been trying to do . . . is not to solve a problem but to suggest a way to approach a problem. This problem is similar to those I have been working on since my first book.'
